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REPLY  TO 
ATTENTION  OF: 


NEDED 


OCT  2  8  1980 


Honorable  Edward  J.  King 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts 
State  House 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02133 


Dear  Governor  King: 

Inclosed  Is  a  copy  of  the  Sargent  Pond  Dam  Phase  I  Inspection  Report, 
which  was  prepared  under  the  National  Program  for  Inspection  of 
Non-Federal  Dams.  This  report  Is  presented  for  your  use  and  Is  based 
upon  a  visual  Inspection,  a  review  of  the  past  performance  and  a  brief 
hydrological  study  of  the  dam.  A  brief  assessment  Is  Included  at  the 
beginning  of  the  report.  I  have  approved  the  report  and  support  the 
findings  and  recommendations  described  in  Section  7  and  ask  that  you 
keep  me  Informed  of  the  actions  taken  to  Implement  them.  This  follow-up 
action  Is  a  vitally  Important  part  of  this  program. 

A  copy  of  this  report  has  been  forwarded  to  the  Department  of  Environ¬ 
mental  Quality  Engineering,  the  cooperating  agency  for  the  Commonwealth 
of  Massachusetts.  In  addition,  a  copy  of  the  report  has  also  been 
furnished  the  owner,  Stanley  and  Helen  Nlcas,  Leicester,  Mass.. 

Copies  of  this  report  will  be  made  available  to  the  public,  upon 
request,  by  this  office  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act.  In  the 
case  of  this  report  the  release  date  will  be  thirty  days  from  the  date 
of  this  letter. 

I  wish  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  you  and  the  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality  Engineering  for  your  cooperation  in  carrying  out 
this  program. 


Sincerely, 


As  stated  Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Division  Engineer 
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NATIONAL  DAM  INSPECTION  PROGRAM 
PHASE  I  INSPECTION  REPORT 


Identification  No.: 
Name  of  Dam: 

Town: 

County  and  State: 
Stream: 

Date  of  Inspection: 


MA  00986 
Sargent  Pond  Dam 
Leicester 

Worcester  County,  Massachusetts 
Town  Meadow  Brook 
16  April  1980 


BRIEF  ASSESSMENT 


Sargent  Pond  Dam,  constructed  around  the  turn  of  the  century,  is  a  composite  struc¬ 
ture  about  214  ft.  long.  It  basically  consists  of  a  rubble  masonry  and  concrete 
gravity  spillway  and  two  earth  embankments.  The  embankments  are  about  250  ft.  to 
300  ft.  wide.  The  crest  of  the  left  embankment  is  a  paved  parking  lot  and  a  private 
home  is  located  on  the  crest  of  the  right  embankment.  State  Route  9  crosses  the 
downstream  end  of  both  embankments.  The  upstream  face  of  the  left  embankment  and 
a  portion  of  the  right  embankment  have  vertical  rubble  masonry  retaining  walls. 

There  is  a  10  in.  dia.  low  level  outlet  whose  Invert  elevation  is  unknown.  There 
are  provisions  for  flashboards  in  a  notch  on  the  spillway  crest. 

The  reservoir  is  about  3,200  ft.  long  and  the  surface  area  of  the  pond  at  spillway 
crest  is  about  64  acres.  The  drainage  area  above  the  dam  is  about  2.91  sq.  mi. 

(1,863  acres),  the  maximum  storage  to  top  of  dam  is  about  670  acre-ft.,  and  the 
height  of  the  dam  is  about  18  ft.  Based  on  height  and  storage,  the  size  classifi¬ 
cation  is  small.  A  breach  of  the  dam  would  damage  6  homes,  State  Route  9,  a  local 
road  and  potentially  could  cause  the  loss  of  life;  therefore,  the  dam  has  been 
classified  as  having  a  significant  hazard  potential.  Based  upon  the  guidelines, 
the  recommended  test  flood  ranges  from  a  100  year  frequency  flood  to  a  1/2  PMF. 
Because  of  the  developments  downstream,  the  magnitude  of  the  test  flood  selected 
as  most  closely  relating  to  the  involved  risk  was  a  PMF. 

The  test  flood  inflow  is  equal  to  2,760  cfs.  The  routed  test  flood  outflow  of 
2,210  cfs  would  overtop  the  dam  by  about  3.6  ft.  The  spillway  can  pass  about 
450  cfs  or  about  20  percent  of  the  routed  test  flood  outflow  without  overtopping 
the  dam. 

The  dam  is  judged  to  be  in  generally  fair  condition  due  to  the  lack  of  an  opera¬ 
ting  low  level  outlet  and  spillway  Inadequacy.  There  is  no  seepage  evident  along 
the  earth  embankments.  There  is  minor  seepage  through  the  left  portion  of  the 
spillway.  The  crest  and  downstream  slope  of  the  dam  have  been  adequately  main¬ 
tained.  The  spillway  and  training  walls  and  upstream  retaining  walls  require 
minor  grouting  of  joints.  According  to  the  owner,  the  low  level  outlet  is  operative, 
although  it  has  not  been  used  for  the  past  six  years.  Because  of  high  flow  at  the 
time  of  inspection,  the  condition  of  the  flashboards  could  not  be  deteirmined.  For 
these  reasons  the  dam  is  judged  to  be  in  good  physical  condition. 


Within  one  year  after  receipt  of  this  Phase  I  Inspection  Report,  the  owners, 
Stanley  and  Helen  Nicas,  should  retain  the  services  of  a  registered  professional 


engineer  and  Implement  the  results  of  his  evaluation  of  the  following:  (1)  a  de 
tailed  hydrologic-hydraulic  investigation  to  assess  further  the  potential  for 
overtopping  and  the  adequacy  of  the  spillway  and  doimstream  culvert;  (2)  review 
the  use  of  flashboards  on  the  spillway  crest  and  determine  the  feasibility  of 
either  eliminating  their  use  altogether,  or  modifying  them  to  facilitate  their 
quick  removal  in  anticipation  of  a  storm;  and  (3)  inspection  of  the  spillway 
structure  during  no  flow  conditions. 

The  owner  should  also  implement  the  following  operating  and  maintenance  measures 
(1)  repoint  with  mortar  all  voids  in  the  downstream  spillway  face,  the  spillway 
training  v"'’ls  and  the  upstream  retaining  walls;  (2)  determine  whether  the  low 
level  outlet  is  still  operative  and  perform  any  necessary  repair  work;  (3) 
develop  a  formal  surveillance  and  downstream  emergency  warning  plan  including 
round-the-clock  monitoring  during  periods  of  heavy  precipitation;  (4)  institute 
procedures  for  an  annual  technical  inspection  of  the  dam  and  its  appurtenant 
structures,  including  the  minor  seepage;  and,  (5)  implement  a  regular  periodic 
maintenance  program. 


Peter  Blj  Dyson 
Project IManager 
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PREFACE 


This  report  is  prepared  under  guidance  contained  in  the  Recommended  Guidelines 
for  Safety  Inspection  of  Dams,  for  Phase  I  Investigations.  Copies  of  these 
guidelines  may  be  obtained  from  the  Office  of  Chief  of  Engineers,  Washington, 

D.C.  20314.  The  purpose  of  a  Phase  I  Investigation  is  to  Identify  expeditiously 
those  dams  which  may  pose  hazards  to  human  life  or  property.  The  assessment  of 
the  general  condition  of  the  dam  is  based  upon  available  data  and  visual  inspec¬ 
tions.  Detailed  investigation,  and  analyses  involving  topographic  mapping,  sub¬ 
surface  investigations,  testing,  and  detailed  computational  evaluations  are  be¬ 
yond  the  scope  of  a  Phase  I  investigation;  however,  the  investigation  is  intended 
to  identify  any  need  for  such  studies. 

In  reviewing  this  report,  it  should  be  realized  that  the  reported  condition  of 
the  dam  is  based  on  observations  of  field  conditions  at  the  time  of  inspection 
along  with  data  available  to  the  inspection  team.  In  cases  where  the  reservoir 
was  lowered  or  drained  prior  to  inspection,  such  action,  while  improving  the 
stability  and  safety  of  the  dam,  removes  the  normal  load  on  the  structure  and 
may  obscure  certain  conditions  which  might  otherwise  be  detectable  if  Inspected 
under  the  normal  operating  environment  of  the  structure. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  condition  of  a  dam  depends  on  numerous  and  con¬ 
stantly  changing  internal  and  external  conditions,  and  is  evolutionary  in  nature. 
It  would  be  incorrect  to  assume  that  the  present  condition  of  the  dam  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  represent  the  condition  of  the  dam  at  some  point  in  the  future.  Only 
through  continued  care  and  inspection  can  there  be  any  chance  that  unsafe  con¬ 
ditions  be  detected. 

Phase  I  inspections  are  not  intended  to  provide  detailed  hydrologic  and  hydraulic 
analyses.  In  accordance  with  the  established  Guidelines,  the  Spillway  Test  Flood 
is  based  on  the  estimated  "Probable  Maximum  Flood"  for  the  region  (greatest 
reasonably  possible  storm  runoff),  or  fractions  thereof.  Because  of  the  magni¬ 
tude  and  rarity  of  such  a  storm  event,  a  finding  that  a  spillway  will  not  pass 
the  test  flood  should  not  be  interpreted  as  necessarily  posing  a  highly  inade¬ 
quate  condition.  The  test  flood  provides  a  measure  of  relative  spillway  capa¬ 
city  and  serves  as  an  aide  in  determining  the  need  for  more  detailed  hydrologic 
and  hydraulic  studies,  considering  the  size  of  the  dam,  its  general  condition 
and  the  downstream  damage  potential. 

The  Phase  I  Investigation  does  not  include  an  assessment  of  the  need  for  fences, 
gates,  no-trespassing  signs,  repairs  to  existing  fences  and  railings  and  other 
items  which  may  be  needed  to  minimize  trespass  and  provide  greater  security  for 
the  facility  and  safety  to  the  public.  An  evaluation  of  the  project  for  com¬ 
pliance  with  OSHA  rules  and  regulations  is  also  excluded. 
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SECTION  6  -  EVALUATION  OF  STRUCTURAL  STABILITY 


6.1  Visual  Observations 


There  are  no  design  calculations,  as-built  drawings  or  other  data  which  would  per- 
met  the  preparation  of  structural  stability  computations.  The  dam  is  now  stable 
and  is  in  good  condition.  The  only  deficiency  that  should  be  corrected  is  the 
repair  of  the  downstream  toe  of  the  spillway  overflow  section,  the  spillway  train¬ 
ing  walls  and  the  upstream  retaining  walls. 

6.2  Design  and  Construction  Data 

No  plan  or  calculations  of  value  to  a  stability  assessment  are  available. 

6.3  Post-Construction  Changes 

There  are  no  records  of  any  post-construction  changes  made  to  the  dam  or  spillway 
that  are  of  significance  to  the  stability  of  the  facility. 

6.4  Seismic  Stability 

The  dam  is  located  in  Seismic  Zone  No.  2  and  in  accordance  with  recommended  Phase  I 
guidelines,  does  not  warrant  seismic  analysis. 
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siimmary 


assuming  no  flashboards  in  place.  If  flashboards  were  installed  in  the  entire 
1.7  ft.  high  9.8  ft.  long  flashboard  notch  the  spillway  discharge  would  be  re¬ 
duced  to  about  330  cfs  when  the  water  level  is  at  the  low  point  in  the  crest  of 
the  dam.  This  would  amount  to  about  a  27  percent  reduction  in  discharge  capacity 
at  this  pond  level.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  spillway  is  affected  by  tail 
water  conditions  at  time  of  high  flow,  because  of  a  culvert  constriction  about 
25  ft.  downstream  of  the  spillway. 


A  flood  routing  was  performed 
and  a  routing  of  0.25  PMF  are 
are  summarized  as  follows: 

for  the  test  flood, 
shown  on  Sheets  D-13 

The  results  of  this 
thru  D-15,  Appendix 

routing 

D,  and 

Flood 

Magnitude 

Maximum 
Inflow  (cfs) 

Maximum 

Pond  El. 

(ft.  N.G.V.D.) 

Maximum  Head  Over  Routed 

Low  Point  Test  Flood 

of  Dam  (ft.)  Outflow  (cfs) 

h  PMF 

Test  Flood 

2,760 

912.0 

3.6 

2,210 

h  PMF 

1,380 

909.9 

1.5 

1,010 

From  the  above  table  it  can  be  seen  that  the  project  will  not  pass  the  routed  test 
flood  outflow  without  overtopping  the  low  point  in  the  dam  by  3.6  ft.  The  spill¬ 
way  can  handle  450  cfs  or  about  20  percent  of  the  routed  test  flood  outflow  with¬ 
out  overtopping  the  low  point  of  the  dam.  The  spillway  crest  serves  as  the  con¬ 
trol  during  the  entire  flood  routing  period. 

5.5  Dam  Failure  Analysis 

A  breach  owing  to  structural  failure  of  the  dam  by  piping  or  sloughing  is  a  possi¬ 
bility.  For  this  analysis,  a  breach  was  assumed  with  the  water  level  in  the  pond 
even  with  the  low  point  of  the  dam's  crest.  The  "rule  of  thumb"  method  suggested 
in  the  NED  March  1978  Guidance  Report  was  used  for  the  breach  analysis.  A  breach 
width  equal  to  the  width  of  the  spillway  was  used  for  the  breach  calculation.  The 
breach  discharge  was  calculated  to  be  4,400  cfs  which  includes  about  500  cfs  from 
the  spillway,  (see  Sheets  D-16  thru  D-21,  Appendix  D) . 


A  breach  of  the  dam  would  possibly  damage  a  house  located  on  the  right  embankment 
of  the  dam  and  would  result  in  the  loss  of  a  section  of  State  Route  9.  A  house 
just  below  the  dam  would  be  flooded  to  a  depth  of  about  3  ft.  Dutton  Pond,  a 
small  impoundment  of  water,  is  about  3,900  ft.  downstream  of  the  dam.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  stage  over  the  embankment  of  the  dam  impounding  the  pond 
would  be  about  3  ft.,  however,  no  houses  or  other  structures  are  in  this  reach 
of  Town  Meadow  Brook.  In  the  reach  below  Dutton  Pond  it  is  estimated  that  the 
breach  discharge  would  be  about  4,000  cfs  and  as  many  as  five  houses  would  be 
flooded  by  depths  of  water  ranging  from  2  to  3  ft.  One  local  road  would  also 
be  flooded  in  this  reach.  It  is  estimated  that  there  would  be  no  flooding  of 
homes  within  these  reaches  due  to  a  maximum  spillway  discharge  condition.  Below 
the  above  described  reaches,  there  are  no  structures  in  close  proximity  to  Town 
Meadow  Brook.  About  2.65  miles  below  the  dam.  Town  Meadow  Brook  empties  into 
Greenville  Pond  just  upstream  from  the  French  River.  Available  storage  in 
Greenville  Pond  should  significantly  reduce  the  discharge  from  Town  Meadow 
Brook  due  to  the  breach. 
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SECTION  5  -  EVALUATION  OF  HYDRAULIC /HYDROLOGIC  FEATURES 


5 . 1  General 


Sargent  Pond  Dam  is  a  rubble  masonry  and  earthfill  dam  spanning  the  outlet  to 
Sargent  Pond.  It  has  a  concrete  spillway  with  rubble  masonry  training  walls, 
which  at  times  of  high  flows  is  submerged  due  to  the  culvert  under  State  Route  9 
which  is  located  about  25  ft.  downstream  of  the  spillway.  The  dam  impounds  a  nor¬ 
mal  storage  of  about  500  acre-ft.  with  provisions  for  an  additional  170  acre-ft. 
of  capacity  in  its  surcharge  space  to  the  top  of  the  low  point  in  the  dam's  crest. 
The  general  topographic  characteristics  of  the  2.91  sq.  mi.  (1,863  acres)  drainage 
basin  is  best  described  as  rolling  terrain,  which  rises  from  elevation  906  to  ele¬ 
vation  1,180.  The  area  contains  both  open  fields  and  forests,  but  is  predominately 
forested. 

5.2  Design  Data 

No  hydrologic  computation  or  hydraulic  data  has  been  recovered  for  the  dam. 

5.3  Experience  Data 

No  records  are  available  in  regard  to  past  operation  of  the  dam,  nor  of  surcharge 
encroachments  and  flows  through  the  spillway.  However,  it  was  reported  that  the 
dam  was  slightly  overtopped  during  the  floods  of  August  1955. 

5.4  Test  Flood  Analysis 

Hydrologic  and  hydraulic  characteristics  of  Sargent  Pond  Dam  and  drainage  area 
were  evaluated  in  accordance  with  the  criteria  given  in  Recommended  Guidelines  for 
Safety  Inspection  of  Dams.  For  determining  surface  areas  and  surcharge  capacities , 
planimetered  areas  were  taken  from  contours  delineated  on  U.S.G.S.  2,000  ft.  per  in. 
quadrangle  sheets.  As  indicated  in  Section  1.2,  paragraphs  c  and  d,  Sargent  Pond 
Dam  is  classified  as  small  in  size  and  has  significant  hazard  potential.  The  recom¬ 
mended  range  of  test  floods  for  hydraulic  evaluation  of  such  a  dam  is  between  a  100 
year  frequency  flood  and  a  ^  PMF.  Because  the  downstream  reaches  have  a  scat¬ 
tered  population,  a  test  flood  of  a  magnitude  corresponding  to  ^  PMF  was  selected 
as  appropriate. 

Precipitation  data  were  obtained  from  Hydrometerological  Report  No.  33,  which  for 
this  area  of  Massachusetts  approximates  23.5  in.  of  6  hour  maximum  rainfall  over  a 
10  square  mile  area.  This  value  was  then  reduced  by  20  percent  to  allow  for  basin 
size,  shape  and  fit  factors,  and  an  additional  0.4  in.  was  deducted  for  infiltration 
losses.  The  six  hour  rainfall  was  distributed  into  one  hour  incremental  periods  as 
suggested  in  COE  Publication  EC  1110-2-1411. 

A  triangular  incremental  unitgraph  was  assumed  for  the  inflow  hydrograph  using  a 
computed  lag  time  of  4.07  hours  to  derive  a  time-to-peak  for  the  triangular  hydro¬ 
graph  of  3.75  hours  (see  computations  on  Sheets  D-10  thru  D-12,  Appendix  D) ,  indi¬ 
cating  a  peak  inflow  of  about  5,520  cfs.  The  peak  inflow  was  divided  by  two  to 
arrive  at  the  test  flood  inflow  value  of  2,760  cfs  or  a  CSM  value  of  about  948. 

Discharge  tables  and  curves  for  the  spillway  and  for  over  the  top  of  the  dam  are 
shown  on  Sheets  D-4  thru  D-9,  Appendix  D.  The  discharge  curve  has  been  computed 
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SECTION  4  -  OPERATIONAL  AND  MAINTENANCE  PROCEDURES 


4.1  Operation  Procedures 

a.  General.  The  Sargent  Pond  Dam  is  owned  and  operated  by  Stanley  and 
Helen  Nicas.  Sargent  Pond  is  used  as  a  recreational  facility  by  the  shoreline 
property  owners.  In  the  spring  flashboards  are  installed  on  the  spillway  crest 
for  the  benefit  of  swimmers  and  boaters.  In  the  fall  the  flashboards  are  re¬ 
moved  to  allow  shoreline  property  owners  to  make  repairs  to  boat  docks,  retain¬ 
ing  walls,  swimming  areas,  etc. 

b.  Description  of  any  Warning  System  in  Effect.  No  warning  system  is  in  effect 
at  Sargent  Pond  Dam. 

4 . 2  Maintenance  Procedures 


a.  General.  There  is  no  documented  regular  periodic  maintenance  program  in 
effect  at  Sargent  Pond  Dam.  There  are,  however,  several  items  which  require  periodic 
maintenance,  such  as:  the  removal  of  debris  from  the  spillway  crest;  the  mainten¬ 
ance  of  the  flashboards;  the  repair  of  the  spillway  training  walls  and  upstream 
retaining  walls;  the  surveillance  of  the  embankment  regarding  seeps  and  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  outlet  facility. 

b.  Operating  Facilities.  The  low  level  outlet  below  the  spillway  has  not  been 
operated  for  six  years.  It  is  therefore  questionable  whether  it  is  still  operative. 
The  flashboards  are  normally  removed  in  the  fall  and  winter. 

4.3  Evaluation 


Overall  maintenance  of  the  dam  is  generally  good.  Specific  maintenance  items  are 
evaluated  as  follows;  the  crest  of  the  spillway  was  free  of  debris;  because  of  the 
high  flow  at  the  time  of  the  inspection,  the  condition  of  the  flashboards  could  not 
be  determined;  the  downstream  face  of  the  spillway  overflow  section,  the  spillway 
training  walls  and  the  upstream  retaining  walls  have  mortar  missing  from  some  of 
the  joints  and  are  in  generally  fair  condition;  no  embankment  seeps  were  evident; 
and,  it  is  not  known  whether  the  low  level  outlet  is  operative.  The  owner  should 
establish  a  formal  warning  system  for  the  dam  in  the  event  of  an  emergency. 


d.  Reservoir  Area.  The  pond  behind  the  dam  is  an  impoundment  of  Town  Meadow 
Brook.  The  shoreline  upstream  of  the  dam  appears  to  be  quite  stable  with  no  evi¬ 
dence  of  slides,  movements  or  distress. 

e.  Downstream  Channel.  At  the  downstream  end  of  the  stone  box  culvert  the 
discharge  channel  has  a  rubble  masonry  retaining  wall  on  the  left  bank  (see  Appen¬ 
dix  C,  Photo  No.  12).  The  right  bank  is  natural  ground.  There  are  numerous  trees 
on  both  banks  and  several  trees  in  the  downstream  channel.  The  valley  immediately 
below  the  dam  is  relatively  wide.  About  3,900  ft.  downstream  of  the  dam  is  located 
Dutton  Pond  and  Dam.  The  1,500  ft.  reach  immediately  below  Dutton  Pond  is  narrower 
than  the  previous  reach  and  there  are  numerous  homes  within  the  valley  section. 
Beyond  this  reach  from  about  5,400  ft.  to  about  9,400  ft.  below  Sargent  Pond  Dam 
there  is  significant  valley  storage  along  Town  Meadow  Brook.  The  next  4,000  ft. 
reach  to  Greenville  Pond  and  Dam  is  rather  narrow.  Downstream  of  Greenville  Pond 
is  the  French  River. 

3.2  Evaluation 

In  general,  the  visual  inspection  adequately  revealed  key  characteristics  of  the 
dam  as  they  may  relate  to  its  stability  and  integrity,  permitting  an  assessment  to 
be  made  of  those  features  affecting  the  safety  of  the  structure.  No  seepage  was 
evident  along  the  downstream  slope  of  the  dam.  There  is  minor  seepage  through  the 
spillway  overflow  section.  The  crest  and  downstream  slope  of  the  dam  are  adequately 
maintained. 

It  is  not  known  for  certain  whether  the  low  level  outlet  is  operative.  The  spillway 
training  walls  and  upstream  retaining  walls  need  some  minor  grouting  of  joints. 
Because  of  high  flow,  the  condition  of  the  flashboards  could  not  be  deteirmined. 

For  these  reasons  the  dam  was  judged  to  be  in  fair  condition.  There  is  no  regular 
periodic  maintenance  program. 


SECTION  3  -  VISUAL  INSPECTION 


3. 1  Findings 


a.  General.  The  visual  inspection  of  Sargent  Pond  Dam  took  place  on  16 
April  1980.  On  that  date  the  water  level  was  about  8.5  in.  above  the  top  of  the 
10  in.  flashboard.  There  was  no  evidence  of  major  problems,  but  several  items 
require  attention  (see  Section  7).  The  dam  was  judged  to  be  in  generally  fair 
condition  due  to  spillway  inadequacy  and  the  lack  of  an  operating  low  level  outlet. 

b.  Dam.  Sargent  Pond  Dam  is  a  composite  structure  consisting  of  a  rubble 
masonry  £uid  concrete  gravity  spillway  section,  and  two  earth  embankments.  The  pond 
is  used  as  a  recreational  facility  by  the  shoreline  property  ovmers.  It  appears 
that  at  one  time  a  mill  building  occupied  the  site. 

The  dam  consists  of  a  30.3  ft.  long  rubble  masonry  and  concrete  gravity  spillway, 
a  48  ft.  long  left  embankment  and  a  136  ft.  long  right  embankment.  The  dam  has  a 
hydraulic  height  of  about  18  ft. 

The  left  embankment  has  a  crest  width  of  about  250  ft.  The  crest  of  the  embankment 
is  on  a  variable  slope  and  serves  as  a  paved  parking  lot  for  a  restaurant  located  on 
the  left  abutment.  State  Route  9  crosses  the  downstream  portion  of  the  embankment. 
There  is  a  vertical  rubble  masonry  retaining  wall  on  the  upstream  face  of  the  embank¬ 
ment.  Mortar  is  missing  from  some  of  the  joints  of  the  wall.  The  left  embankment 
appears  to  be  in  generally  good  condition  (see  Appendix  C,  Photo  No.  2). 

The  right  embankment  is  about  136  ft.  long  and  has  a  crest  width  of  about  300  ft.  A 
private  home  is  located  on  the  upstream  part  of  the  crest.  State  Route  9  crosses  the 
downstream  end  of  the  sloping  crest.  A  vertical  rubble  masonry  retaining  wall  ex¬ 
tends  along  the  portion  of  the  embankment  immediately  adjacent  to  the  spillway.  Mor¬ 
tar  is  missing  from  some  of  the  joints  of  this  wall.  The  remainder  of  the  upstream 
slope  is  irregular,  with  random  rock  riprap  along  some  areas.  Along  other  areas 

there  is  gravel  or  grass.  There  are  also  many  mature  trees  and  some  light  brush 

growth  on  the  upstream  face  of  the  embankment.  In  general,  the  right  embankment 
appears  to  be  in  good  condition  (see  Appendix  C,  Photo  Nos.  1,  3  and  4). 

c.  Appurtenant  Structures.  The  30.3  ft.  long  spillway  of  the  dam  is  a  con¬ 

crete  and  rubble  masonry  broad  crested  weir.  There  is  a  9.8  ft.  long  and  1.7  ft. 
deep  notch  in  the  spillway  crest  which  has  provisions  for  flashboards  and  pins. 

At  the  time  of  the  Inspection  there  were  10  in.  high  flashboards  installed  in  the 
spillway  notch.  Because  of  the  high  flow  condition  at  the  time  of  inspection,  the 
condition  of  the  flashboards  could  not  be  determined.  The  spillway  training  walls 
are  about  2.5  ft.  above  the  spillway  crest.  There  is  mortar  missing  from  the  joints 
of  the  training  walls.  There  is  minor  seepage  through  the  left  portion  of  the  spill¬ 
way  overflow  section.  At  the  downstream  toe  of  the  spillway  a  5.8  ft.  wide  by  8.3 
ft.  high  stone  box  culvert  carries  the  outflow  under  State  Route  9  to  Toxm  Meadow 
Brook.  The  culvert  had  some  mortar  missing  from  joints,  but  was  in  generally  good 
condition  (see  Appendix  C,  Photo  Nos.  5,  6,  7  and  8). 

There  is  a  10  in.  dla.  low  level  outlet  through  the  spillway.  The  operating 
mechanism  and  invert  elevation  are  not  know.  It  was  reported  to  have  been  last 
used  about  six  years  ago. 
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SECTION  2  -  ENGINEERING  DATA 


2.1  Design  Data 

The  only  data  recovered  concerning  the  dam  and  appurtenances  are  the  inspection 
reports  found  in  Appendix  B. 

2.2  Construction  Data 

No  records  or  correspondence  regarding  construction  of  the  dam  have  been  recovered. 

2.3  Operation  Data 

No  records  or  correspondence  regarding  past  operation  of  the  dam  have  been 
recovered.  Flashboards  are  normally  Installed  in  the  spring  and  removed  in  the 
fall  for  the  benefit  of  shoreline  property  owners. 

2.4  Evaluation  of  Data 


a.  Availability.  Since  no  engineering  data  is  available,  it  is  not  possible 
to  make  an  assessment  of  the  safety  of  the  dam.  The  basis  of  the  information  pre¬ 
sented  in  this  report  is  principally  the  visual  observations  of  the  inspection  team. 

b.  Adequacy.  The  lack  of  in-depth  engineering  data  did  not  allow  for  a  defini¬ 
tive  review.  Therefore,  the  adequacy  of  this  dam  could  not  be  assessed  from  the 
standpoint  of  reviewing  design  and  construction  data,  but  is  based  primarily  on  visual 
inspection,  past  performance  history  and  sound  engineering  judgement. 

c.  Validity.  Not  applicable. 
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(1)  Type  -  Concrete  and  rubble  masonry  gravity  overflow  section  with 

earthfill  embankments. 

(2)  Length  -  214  ft. 

(3)  Height  -  18  ft. 

(4)  Top  Width  -  Varies  -  about  250  ft.  minimum 

(5)  Side  Slopes  -  Upstream:  More  than  50  percent  has  a  vertical  wall, 

remainder  varies. 

Downstream:  Varies 

(6)  Zoning  -  Unknown 

(7)  Impervious  Core  -  Unknown 

(8)  Cutoff  -  Unknown 

(9)  Grout  Curtain  -  Unknown 

h.  Diversion  and  Regulating  Tunnel  -  None 

i.  Spillway 


(1)  Type  -  Broad  concrete  weir,  with  9.8  ft.  long  flashboard  notch. 

(2)  Length  of  weir  -  30.3 

(3)  Crest  elevation  -  With  flashboards  -  906.0 

Without  flashboards  -  904.3 

(4)  Gates  -  None 

(5)  U/S  Channel  -  Natural 

(6)  D/S  Channel  -  5.8  ft.  wide  X  8.3  ft.  high  rubble  masonry  highway  culvert 

j .  Regulating  Outlets 

(1)  Invert  -  Unknown 

(2)  Size  -  10  in.  dia. 

(3)  Description  -  Outlet  pipe  is  about  20  ft.  downstream  of  and  into  culvert 

at  d/s  toe  of  spillway. 

(4)  Control  Mechanism  -  appears  to  be  a  gate  stem. 

(5)  Other  -  According  to  the  owner,  the  low  level  outlet  was  opened 

about  six  years  ago. 


(2)  Bottom  of  cutoff  -  Unknown 

(3)  Maximum  tailwater  -  Unknown 

(4)  Recreation  pool  -  906.0 

(5)  Full  flood  control  pool  -  Not  applicable 

(6)  Spillway  crest  -  904.3  without  flashboards 

906.0  with  flashboards 

(7)  Design  surcharge  (Original  Design)  -  Unknown 

(8)  Top  of  dam  -  908.4  (low  point  in  wall,  see  Appendix  D,  page  D-4) 

(9)  Test  flood  surcharge  -  912.00 

d.  Reservoir  (Length  in  Feet) 

(1)  Normal  pool  -  3,200 

(2)  Flood  control  pool  -  Not  applicable 

(3)  Spillway  crest  pool  -  3,200 

(4)  Top  of  dam  -  3,500 

(5)  Teat  flood  pool  -  3,800 

e.  Storage  (acre-ft.) 

(1)  Normal  pool  -  500 

(2)  Flood  control  pool  -  Not  applicable 

(3)  Spillway  crest  pool  -  410 

(4)  Top  of  dam  -  670 

(5)  Test  flood  pool  -  990 

f.  Reservoir  Surface  (acres) 

(1)  Normal  pool  -  64.3 

(2)  Flood-control  pool  -  Not  applicable 

(3)  Spillway  crest  -  54.0 

(4)  Top  of  dam  -  79.0 

(5)  Test  flood  pool  -  98.5 


1.  Normal  Operating  Procedures.  There  are  no  written  operating  procedures 
for  the  facility.  The  flashboards  are  normally  installed  in  the  spring  and  re¬ 
moved  in  the  fall  for  the  benefit  of  shoreline  property  owners. 


The  only  operating  devices  are  the  flashboards  and  low  level  outlet, 
and  upstream  rubble  masonry  walls  are  repaired  as  necessary. 

1.3  Pertinent  Data 


The  spillway 


a.  Drainage  Area.  The  drainage  area  contributing  to  Sargent  Pond  is  situated 
at  the  headwaters  of  Town  Meadow  Brook.  The  drainage  area  encompasses  a  total  of 
about  2.91  sq.  mi.  (1,863  acres),  of  which  about  65  acres  is  occupied  by  the  pond. 
The  longest  circuitous  stream  course  leading  to  the  dam  is  about  3.0  miles  long  with 
an  elevation  dlffericuce  of  about  222  ft.,  or  at  a  slope  of  about  74  ft.  per  mile. 

The  drainage  area  has  a  length  of  about  2.6  miles  and  an  average  width  of  about 

1.1  miles.  The  basin  consists  of  both  open  fields  and  forested  areas,  with  sparse 
population  except  in  the  southeast  corner  of  the  drainage  area  which  has  a  dense 
population. 

b.  Discharge  at  Damsite 


(1)  Outlet  Works  Conduit, 
said  to  be  a  10  in.  dia.  pipe, 
elevation  are  unknown. 


There  is  a  low  level  outlet  for  Sargent  Pond  Dam, 
However,  the  size  and  type  of  valve  and  the  invert 


(2)  Maximum  Known  Flood  at  Damsite.  No  records  are  available  of  flood  inflows 


into  Sargent  Pond,  nor  of  spillway  releases  and  surcharge  heads  during  such  inflows. 
However,  it  was  reported  that  during  the  floods  of  August  1955,  the  dam  was  slightly 
overtopped. 

(3)  Ungated  Spillway  Capacity  at  Top  of  Dam.  The  total  spillway  capacity 
without  flashboards  at  top  of  dam,  elevation  908.4  N.G.V.D.,  is  about  450  cfs. 

The  total  spillway  capacity  with  flashboards  installed  at  top  of  dam,  elevation 
908.4  N.G.V.D.,  is  about  330  cfs. 

(4)  Ungated  Spillway  Capacity  at  Test  Flood  Elevation.  The  ungated  spillway 


capacity  is  1,200  cfs  at  test  flood  elevation  912.00  N.G.V.D. 

(5)  Gated  Spillway  Capacity  at  Normal  Pool  Elevation.  Not  Applicable. 


(6)  Gated  Spillw^  Capacity  at  Test  Flood  Elevation.  Not  Applicable. 


(7)  Total  Spillway  Capacity  at  Test  Flood  Elevation.  The  total  spillway 


capacity  at  test  flood  elevation  is  the  same  as  (4)  above,  1,200  cfs  at  test 
flood  elevation  912.00  N.G.V.D. 


(8)  Total  Project  Discharge  at  Top  of  Dam.  The  total  project  discharge 
without  flashboards  at  top  of  dam  is  the  same  as  (3)  above,  450  cfs  at  elevation 
908.4  N.G.V.D.  The  total  project  discharge  with  flashboards  is  the  same  as  (3) 
above,  330  cfs  at  elevation  908.4  N.G.V.D. 

(9)  Total  Project  Discharge  at  Test  Flood  Elevation.  The  total  project  dis 


charge  at  test  flood  elevation  is  2,210  cfs  at  elevation  912.00  N.G.V.D. 

c.  Elevation  (ft.  N.G.V.D.) 


(1)  Streambed  at  toe  of  dam  -  890.1 


The  embankment  to  the  right  of  the  spillway  is  about  136  ft.  long,  300  ft.  wide 
and  has  a  private  home  located  on  the  crest.  A  vertical  rubble  masonry  wall  ex¬ 
tends  along  a  portion  of  the  embankment  immediately  adjacent  to  the  spillway.  The 
remainder  of  the  upstream  face  is  irregular  and  in  some  areas  has  random  rock  rip¬ 
rap. 

The  30.3  ft.  long  spillway  consists  of  a  broad  crested  concrete  and  masonry  weir 
with  rubble  masonry  training  walls.  There  is  a  9.8  ft.  long  and  1.7  ft.  deep 
notch  in  the  spillway  crest  which  has  provisions  for  flashboards  and  pins.  At  the 
downstream  toe  of  the  spillway  a  culvert  carries  the  outflow  under  State  Route  9 
to  Town  Meadow  Brook. 

There  is  a  low  level  outlet  said  to  be  a  10  in.  dia.  pipe  through  the  left 
embankment  of  the  dam.  The  exact  size  and  invert  elevation  of  the  outlet  conduit 
are  not  known.  Discussions  with  the  owner  indicate  that  a  valve  stem  is  used  to 
operate  the  gate.  The  outlet  gate  was  last  operated  about  six  years  ago,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  owner.  The  approximate  location  of  the  outlet  gate  is  shown  on 
Drawing  B-1  in  Appendix  B. 

c.  Size  Classification.  Sargent  Pond  Dam  has  a  hydraulic  height  of  about 
18  ft.  above  downstream  river  level,  and  Impounds  a  normal  storage  of  about 
500  acre-ft.  to  spillway  crest  level  and  a  maximum  of  about  670  acre-ft.  to  top 
of  dam.  In  accordance  with  the  size  and  capacity  criteria  given  in  Recommended 
Guidelines  for  Safety  Inspection  of  Dams,  the  project  falls  into  the  small 
category  on  the  basis  of  height  and  storage  capacity  and  is  therefore  classified 
accordingly. 

d.  Hazard  Classification.  A  breach  failure  of  Sargent  Pond  Dam  would  re¬ 
lease  a  surge  of  water  down  Town  Meadow  Brook  into  Greenville  and  Rochdale  Ponds 
and  then  into  the  French  River.  A  breach  of  the  dam  would  cause  severe  damage 

to  State  Route  9  and  could  possibly  damage  the  house  located  on  the  right  em¬ 
bankment  of  the  dam.  It  is  also  estimated  that  as  many  as  six  additional  homes 
would  sustain  flood  damage  as  well  as  one  local  roadway.  The  estimated  depth 
of  flooding  of  these  houses  is  between  1  and  3  ft.  and  it  is  estimated  that  none 
of  these  houses  would  be  flooded  under  the  spillway  full  conditions.  Conse¬ 
quently,  Sargent  Pond  Dam  has  been  classified  as  having  a  significant  hazard 
potential  in  accordance  with  the  Recommended  Guidelines  for  Safety  Inspection  of 
Dams. 
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e.  Ownership.  Sargent  Pond  Dam  is  owned  by  Stanley  and  Helen  Nicas  of 
Leicester,  Mass. 

f.  Operator.  Stanley  and  Helen  Nicas,  Owners,  Castle  Restaurant,  Route  9, 
Leicester,  Mass.  Telephone  (413)  892-9090. 

g.  Purpose  of  Dam.  The  dam  impounds  a  lake  used  for  recreational  purposes. 

h.  Design  and  Construction  History.  It  is  not  known  by  whom  the  dam  was 
designed  or  constructed.  Inspection  reports  indicate  that  minor  repairs  have  been 
made  to  the  rubble  masonry  walls,  the  spillway  and  low  level  outlet.  Copies  of  the 
Inspection  reports  can  be  found  in  Appendix  B. 
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PHASE  I  INSPECTION  REPORT 


SARGENT  POND  DAM  MA  00986 
SECTION  1  -  PROJECT  INFORMATION 


1 . 1  General 


a.  Authority.  Public  Law  92-367,  August  8,  1972,  authorized  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  through  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  to  initiate  a  national  program  of  dam 
inspection  throughout  the  United  States.  The  New  England  Division  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  has  been  assigned  the  responsibility  of  supervising  the  inspection  of 
dams  within  the  New  England  Region.  Louis  Berger  &  Associates,  Inc.  has  been  re¬ 
tained  by  the  New  England  Division  to  Inspect  and  report  on  selected  dams  in  the 
State  of  Massachusetts.  Authorization  and  notice  to  proceed  was  issued  to  Louis 
Berger  &  Associates,  Inc.  under  a  letter  of  28  March  1980  from  William  E.  Hodgson, 
Jr.,  Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers.  Contract  No.  DACW33-80-C-0043  has  been  assigned 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  this  work. 

b .  Purpose  of  Inspection 

(1)  Perform  technical  inspection  and  evaluation  of  non-Federal  dams  to  identify 
conditions  which  threaten  the  public  safety  and  thus  permit  correction  in  a  timely 
manner  by  non-Federal  interests. 

(2)  Encourage  and  assist  the  States  to  initiate  quickly  effective  dam  safety 
programs  for  non-Federal  dams. 

(3)  Update,  verify  and  complete  the  National  Inventory  of  Dams. 

1.2  Description  of  Project 

a.  Location.  Sargent  Pond  Dam  is  located  in  Worcester  County  in  the  Town  of 
Leicester  in  south-central  Massachusetts.  The  Pond  is  situated  at  the  headwaters 
of  Town  Meadow  Brook  approximately  2.65  miles  upstream  from  the  confluence  of  Town 
Meadow  Brook  and  Bartons  Brook  at  Greenville  Pond,  the  headwaters  of  the  French 
River.  The  dam  is  located  just  upstream  from  State  Route  9.  It  is  shown  on  U.S. 
G.S.  Quadrangle,  Leicester,,  Massachusetts  with  coordinates  approximately  at 

N  42°  14'  41",  W  71°  55'  02". 

b.  Description  of  Dam  and  Appurtenances.  Sargent  Pond  Dam  is  an  18  ft. 
high  composite  structure  consisting  of  a  rubble  masonry  and  concrete  gravity 
spillway  section  and  two  earth  embankments.  It  is  not  known  when  the  dam  was 
constructed.  There  are  however  inspection  reports  dating  back  to  1925,  which 
would  indicate  the  structure  was  probably  built  in  the  early  1900's.  The 
original  use  of  the  dam  appears  to  have  been  to  supply  water  power  for  a  mill 
building.  The  dam  is  currently  used  to  impound  a  lake  used  for  recreational 
purposes . 

The  embankment  to  the  left  of  the  spillway  is  about  48  ft.  long,  250  ft.  wide 
and  serves  as  a  paved  parking  area  for  a  restaurant  located  on  the  left  abutment. 

It  has  a  vertical  rubble  masonry  upstream  face  and  a  variable  downstream  slope. 

State  Route  9  crosses  the  downstream  part  of  the  embankment.  The  crest  of  the 
spillway  is  2.4  ft.  below  the  top  of  the  dam. 


SCALE  1 :  24000 


DATE 


SECTION  7 

ASSESSMENT,  RECOMMENDATIONS  AND  REMEDIAL  MEASURES 


7 . 1  Dam  Assessment 


a.  Condition.  On  the  basis  of  the  Phase  I  visual  examination,  Sargent  Pond 
Dam  appears  to  be  in  fair  condition.  The  deficiencies  revealed  indicate  that  a 
further  investigation  should  be  carried  out  and  that  some  remedial  work  is  needed. 

The  major  concerns  of  the  overall  integrity  of  the  dam  are  as  follows: 

(1)  The  spillway  can  only  pass  20  percent  of  the  routed  test  flood  outflow. 

(2)  Whether  the  low  level  outlet  is  still  operative. 

b.  Adequacy  of  Information.  The  lack  of  in-depth  engineering  data  did  not 
allow  for  a  definitive  review.  Therefore,  the  adequacy  of  this  dam  could  not  be 
assessed  from  the  standpoint  of  reviewing  design  and  construction  data,  but  is 
based  primarily  on  visual  inspection,  past  performance  history  and  sound  engineer¬ 
ing  judgement. 

c.  Urgency.  The  recommendations  and  remedial  measures  enumerated  below  should 
be  implemented  by  the  owner  within  one  year  after  receipt  of  this  Phase  I  Inspection 
Report. 

7.2  Recommendations 

It  is  recommended  that  the  owner  retain  the  services  of  a  registered  profes¬ 
sional  engineer  experienced  in  the  design  of  earth  dams  to  make  investigations 
and  studies  of  the  following,  and  if  proved  necessary,  to  design  appropriate 
remedial  works. 

(1)  Make  a  thorough  study  of  the  hydrology  of  the  drainage  basin.  Review 
the  spillway  and  downstream  culvert  adequacy  in  relation  to  the  potential  over¬ 
topping  of  the  earth  embankments. 

(2)  Review  the  use  of  flashboards  on  the  spillway  crest  and  determine  the 
feasibility  of  either  eliminating  their  use  altogether  or  modifying  them  to 
facilitate  their  quick  removal  in  anticipation  of  a  storm. 

(3)  Inspect  the  condition  of  the  spillway  structure  during  a  no  flow 
condition. 

7 . 3  Remedial  Measures 


a.  Operating  and  Maintenance  Procedures 

(1)  Repoint  with  mortar  all  voids  in  the  downstream  face  of  the  spillway 
overflow  section,  the  spillway  training  walls  and  the  upstream  retaining  walls. 

(2)  Determine  whether  the  low  level  outlet  is  still  operative  and  perform 
any  necessary  repair  work. 

(3)  Develop  a  formal  surveillance  and  downstream  emergency  warning  plan, 
including  round-the-clock  monitoring  during  periods  of  heavy  precipitation. 


(4)  Institute  procedures  for  an  annual  periodic  technical  inspection  of  the 
dam  and  its  appurtenant  structures. 

(5)  Implement  a  regular  periodic  maintenance  program. 

7.4  Alternatives 

There  appear  to  be  no  feasible  alternatives  to  the  above  recommendations. 


APPENDIX  A 
INSPECTION  CHECKLIST 


VISUAL  INSPECTION  CHECKLIST 
PARTY  ORGANIZATION 


PROJECT  SARGENT  POND  DAM 

DATE  16  April  1980 

OWNER  Stanley  &  Helen  Nicas 

TIME  1:30  p.m. 

WEATHER  Clear,  Sunny 

W.S.  ELEV.  905.83  U.S. 

NA  DN.S. 

A/E  REPRESENTATIVES 

INSPECTION 

PARTY 

OWNER'S  REPRECENTATIVE 

l._ 

Peter  B.  Dyson 

6. 

Stanley  Nicas 

-  owner 

2._ 

Pasquale  E.  Corsetti 

7. 

3._ 

Roger  F .  Berry 

8. 

4._ 

Carl  J.  Hoffman 

9. 

5._ 

William  S.  Zoino 

10. 

PROJECT  FEATURE 

INSPECTED  BY 

REMARKS 

l._ 

Hydrologic 

Roger  F.  Berry 

LBA 

2._ 

Hydraulics/ Structures 

Carl  J.  Hoffman 

LBA 

3._ 

Soils  &  Geology 

William  S.  Zoino 

GZA 

4. 

General  Features 

Peter  B.  Dyson 

LBA 

General  Features 


Pasquale  E.  Corsetti 


LBA 


PERIODIC  INSPECTION  CHECKLIST 


PROJECT  SARGENT  POND  DAM 

DATE 

16  April  1980 

D 

PROJECT  FEATURE  Earth  Embankment 

NAME 

William  S.  Zoino 

DISCIPLINE  Geotechnical 

NAME 

* 

AREA  EVALUATED 

CONDITIONS 

DAM  EMBANKMENT 

tm 

Crest  Elevation 

908.4 

Current  Pool  Elevation 

905.83 

•’-*** 

Maximum  Impoundment  to  Date 

Unknown 

; 

Surface  Cracks 

None  observed 

Pavement  Condition 

N/A 

•'.'J 

r 

Movement  or  Settlement  of  Crest 

None,  evident 

Lateral  Movement 

None  evident 

Vertical  Alginment 

Irregular,  but 

no  indication  of  movement 

1 

Horizontal  Alignment 

Irregular,  but 

no  indication  of  movement 

Condition  at  Abutment  and  at 

Good 

h 

Concrete  Structures 

Sr'.v' 

w , 

Indications  of  Movement  of 

None 

**.* 

■ 

Structural  Items  on  Slopes 

Trespassing  on  Slopes 

None 

■>! 

Sloughing  or  Erosion  of  Slopes 

None 

or  Abutments 

— 

Rock  Slope  Protection  - 

Minor  erosion 

of  right  embankment 

on 

Riprap  Failures 

upstream  shoreline 

Unusual  Movement  or  Cracking 

None 

at  or  near  Toes 

■  -  *  w 

Unusual  Embankment  or 

Minor  seepage 

through  d/s  face  of 

left 

r  -  ' 

Downstream  Seepage 

portion  of  spillway  overflow  section 

v.S-; 

Piping  or  Boils 

None  evident 

4  *  •  •  . 

f 

Foundation  Drainage  Features 

None  evident 

’  ^ 
r 

Toe  Drains  None  evident 

Instrumentation  System  None  evident 
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PERIODIC  INSPECTION  CHECKLIST 


PROJECT  SARGENT  POND  DAM 

DATE 

16 

April  1980 

PROJECT  FEATURE 

Spillway 

NAME 

C. 

Hoffman 

DISCIPLINE 

Stractures 

NAME 

AREA  EVALUATED  CONDITIONS 


OUTLET  WORKS  -  SPILLWAY  WEIR,  APPROACH 

A.ND  DISCHARGE  CHANNELS 

a.  Approach  Channel 

General  Condition 

Fair 

Loose  Rock  Overhanging  Channel 

None 

Trees  Overhanging  Channel 

Yes 

Floor  of  Approach  Channel 

Unknown 

b.  Weir  and  Training  Walls 

General  Condition  of  Concrete 

Fair  (see  note  below) 

Rust  or  Staining 

None 

Spalling 

None 

Any  Visible  Reinforcing 

N/A 

Any  Seepage  or  Efflorescence 

Minor 

Drain  Holes 

N/A 

c.  Discharge  Channel 

General  Condition 

Fair 

Loose  Rock  Overhanging  Channel 

None 

Trees  Overhanging  Channel 

Yes 

Floor  of  Channel 

Natural 

Other  Obstructions 

Trees  growing  in  channel 

NOTE:  Spillway  training  walls  are  of  rubble  masonry.  Mortar  is  missing 
from  some  joints,  especially  right  upstream  spillway  training  wall 

A- 

•3 

•  •  ••  .  “  ,  • 

PERIODIC  INSPECTION  CHECKLIST 


PROJECT  SARGENT  POND  DAM 

DATE 

16  April  1980 

PROJECT  FEATURE 

NAME 

DISCIPLINE 

NAME 

AREA  EVALUATED 

CONDITIONS 

Outlet  Works  -  Control  Tower  N.A. 

Outlet  Works  -  Intake  Channel  &  Intake  Structure  N.A. 

Outlet  Works  -  Transition  and  Conduit  N.A. 

Outlet  Works  -  Outlet  Structure  and 

Outlet  Channel  N.A. 

Outlet  Works  -  Service  Bridge  N.A. 


APPENDIX  B 
ENGINEERING  DATA 
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COUNTY  OF  WORCESTER  MASSACHUSETTS 

COUNTY  ENGINEER 


Inspection  of  Dams,  Reservoir  Dams,  and  Reservoirs. 

Inspected  by . L*.O.fc..MArdBJI . .  Date.«rAQ.«.9.sX^.SI^. .  Dam  No..?.§“i?. 

Town.....li9ift«.8ter..  Center  . Center  . 

fWrxw . Wor»Cpn3  ,  St  .^^  . Use....„*^.?.?*5?...^. . 

Material  and  . 


Dam  Designed  by . Constructed  by. . Year . 

SPILLWAY  LENGTH  AG 

EL  top  Abutmont...il.0.0..!?r. . El.  Crest.. .97..!^ . El.  Apron . El.  Streambed . 9.7. 

Width  top  Abutment . 0.P... *!!...! Width  top  Crest..9.Q..^. . '^dth  bottom  Spillway...?.^ . 

Width  Flashboards  carried . 3. . Kind  Flashboards . 

El.  Flowline  Cleanout  Pipe . Sise  and  Kind  Cleanout  Pipe . 

Kind  of  Foundation  under  Spillway . 

Condition . 


EMBANKMENT  LENGTH  70 

El.  Top . 10.0 . El.  Natural  Ground . . Width  Top  -.-SO..*^ . 

Width  of  Bottom . Upstream  Slope . Downstream  Slope 

Kind  of  Corewall . Riprap . 

Material  in  Embankment . Foundation . 

Condition . 


GATES . ^ . Location . sp.lll.waj. 

Sias...®1.39...St®.9«....tp  pipe  . ^  . 

Wall  caving  in  several  places.  Repair  embankment 


WHEEL . Kind . Sise . Rated  H.  P, 

Location . . . Ave.  Head . 

Evidence  of  Leaks  in  Structure . 


Recent  Repairs  and  Date . 

Topography  of  Country  below  Dam . .Ashworth  Mill  Ppnd  ... 


Nature  of  Buildings  and  Roads  below  Dam . Sa.ta..Hl{{h.waj. 


Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles 


3 '3 


Number  .\crea  in  Pond . 

Discharge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile 
Estimated  Storage  Million  Cubic  Feet 


COUNTY  OF  WORCESTER  MASSACHUSETTS 

COUNTY  ENGINEER 

laspeetaoQ  of  Dams,  Reservoir  Dams,  and  Reservoirs. 


In^Metsd  by. . L«jQ«llA£d.aiXl .  Date . iru27...2JL^1.928Dam  No . 2.S“12. 

Town . Xttlojeat«r...CaatdQr . Location....dAX!gan.t..Po2id.« . 

Owiier......l9r.Q.«....G.Qna«...j3.t«..B7.«...CO.« .  . Use . a.tocaga« . . . 

Material  ant^Type . ' . 


Dam  Deagned  by . Construeted  by . . Year. . 

SPILLWAY 

EL  top  Abutmoit: . EL  Crest . EL  Apron . El.  Streambed. 

Width  top  Abutment. . Width  top  Crest . Width  bottom  Spillway . 

Width  Flashboards  earned . Kind  Flashboarda . 

EL  Flowline  Cleanout  Pipe . Sise  and  Kind  Cleanout  Pipe . . 

BSnd  of  Foimdation  under  Spillway . 

Condition . CXaaa...QU.t...aII...hruali...e.tc-aut...o£...aplllway.» . 


EMBANKMENT 

EL  Top.... . El.  Natural  Ground . Width  Top . 

Width  of  Bottom . Upstream  Slope . Downstream  Slope . 

Kind  of  Corewall . Riprap . 

Material  in  Embankment . Foundation . 

Condition . cle*n...ejnbaiikBien.t...of...hriL3h..,e.t.a.* . 


GATES . Location . 

SiM . Kind . El.  Flowline. 

Condition . 


WHEEL . Kind . Size . Rated  H.  P. 

Location . Ave.  Head . 

Evidence  of  Leaks  in  Structure . 


Recent  Repairs  and  Date . 

Topography  of  Country  below  Dam 


Nature  of  Building9  and  Roads  below  Dam 


Number  Acres  in  Pond . Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles 

Discharge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile . 

Estimated  Storage  Million  Cubic  Feet . 

\5'4 


COUNTY  OF  WORCESTER  MASSACHUSETTS 

COUNTY  ENGINEER 

InBpeotion  of  Dama,  Roaerroir  Dama,  and  Beserroin. 


Inapeeted  by . .  Data...9®P..?..?.l.*l?.?.?r...  Dam  No . .§§.TJk§.. 

Town . Leicest®? . Location . Srwnt  P®^. . . . 

Owner . Wor?.-Cons  .St  .^  Co. . . . 

Material  and  Type . - . 


Dam  Deaigned  by . Conatruoted  by . Year . . 

SPILLWAY — Length . Feet.  Depth . Feet 

El.  top  Abutment . El.  Greet . El.  Apron. . El.  Streambed . 

Width  top  Abutment . Width  top  Greet . Width  bottom  Spillway . 

Width  Flaahboarda  carried . Kind  Flaahboarda . 

El.  Flowline  Gleanout  Pipe . Siae  and  Kmd  Gleanout  Pipe . 

Kind  of  Foundation  under  Spillway . 

Gondition . . 


EMBANKMENT— Length  overaU . Feet 

El.  Top . . . El.  Natural  Ground . 

Width  of  Bottom . Upatream  Slope.. 

Kind  of  Gorewall . 

Material  in  Embankment . 

Gondition . .9^ . 


....Width  Top . 

. Downatream  Slope. 

. Riprap . 

Foundation . . 


GATES . Location . 

Siae . Kind . El.  Flowline. 

Condition . .Q^ . 


WHEEL . Kind... 

Location . 

Evidence  of  Leaka  in  Structure 


Size. 


none  visible. 


. Rated  H.  P. 

Ave.  Head . 


Recent  Repaire  and  Date . 

Topography  of  Country  below  Dam 


Nature  of  Buildinga  and  Roads  below  Dam 


Number  of  Acres  in  Pond . 

Discharge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile. 
Estimated  Storage  Milhon  Cubic  Feet . 


*r  -«r 


Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles. 


COUNTY  OF  WORCESTER  MASSACHUSETTS 

COUNTY  ENGtNEElt 

Inspection  of  Dams,  Beservoir  Dams,  and  Kesenroirs. 

Inspected  by . i-.* O.rMrden .  Date... May....7.xI9.3fe....  Dam  No g5.-.lg _ 


Town . ite.i.Q.es.fegr . 

Owner . .Wore,.  St...Ry...Co.^ 

Material  and  Type . 


Location . P«?d. . . . . 


Dam  Designed  by . Constructed  by . Yeskr . . 

SPILLWAY— Length . Feet.  Depth . Feet 

El.  top  Abutment . El.  Crest . El.  Apron. . El.  Streambed . 

Width  top  Abutment . Width  top  Crest . . . Width  bottom  Spillway . 

Width  Hashboards  carried . Kind  Flashboaids . 

El.  Flowline  Cleanout  Pipe . Sise  and  Kind  Cleanout  Pipe . - . 

Kind  of  Foundation  under  Spillway . 

Condition . . 


EMBANKMENT- 

El.  Top . 

-Length  overall . Feet 

.  TTnfitTKAm  Slone . 

. Downstream  Slope . 

. — 

Kind  of  Corewall . 

'MafATtal  in  ir.TnVMuikmnnt  . 

. Foundation . 

Condition . 

OK  . 

GATES . 

Size . 

Condition . 

. Kind . 

. OK. . 

wmr.p.i. 

TTinH  . 

. Size . Rated  H.  P . 

Location . 

Evidenee  of  Leaks  in  Structure . 


Recent  Repairs  and  Date . IJOna . 

Topography  of  Country  below  Dam . . . 

Nature  of  Buildings  and  Roads  below  Dam . 

Number  of  Acres  in  Pond . Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles 

Discharge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile. 

Estimated  Storage  Million  Cubic  Feet. 


DAM  NO 


is- 


IIVN_  ■  _ 

CATION _ ^ 


STREAM 


WORCESTER  COUNTY  ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT 

WORCESTER.  MASSACHUSETTS 

DAM  INSPECTION  REPORT 


fNCD  SY  . . PLACE . /t^  cJ-/r^  . . USE . /^£ffcrc  . 

BPCCTEO  BY _ jf.  oAf . . . . date . . . . . . . 


PE  OF  QAM . . jSar/A  —j/z>ytc . . D.DN..O!.T!a.N . 

PILLWAY 

FLASHBQAROS  IN  PLACE . . RECENT  REPAIRS . . . 

CO  NOITI O  N  . JtlS.. . . . . 

REPAIRS  NEEDED  . k</.A<*x . k^j//U'.'Xy. . . 


MBANKMCNT 

RECENT  REPAIRS 

CONDITION  . 

REPAIRS  NEEDED 


. . . o./..AAfS.. . 

*  f 

. . <ind...Jrc.^.f'a.i/c. 

It  « .  *•  » 


ATEB 

RECENT  REPAIRS  . . . Aad.. . . 

CONDITION  . . . M-QUA. . . . Sc.C/^tr.tH . . 

REPAIRS  NEEDED  . 'l. . Z. . . . 


EAKS 

HOW  SERIOUS  . fZhSH.. . f/J.I/.A./..!:.. 


DATE  . . Moif . . /.9£Z 


COUNTY  CNOINEVn 


A-ZO 


DAM  NO 


STREAM _ 


WORCESTER  COUNTY  ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT 

WQRCeSTER.  MASSACHUSETTS 

DAM  INSPECTION  REPORT 

3WNCO  BY  „/VV// 

NBRECTED  BY  Ji  OM  . . 


. LcslCClJsfT . USE 

oate . UfL . 


T  U 


rYRE  OF  DAM . . . CD N OITI O N 


RECENT  REPAIRS. 


CDNDITtQl  . 
REPAIRS  NEEDED 


ditiqn  /7<  I  ~  U 

JH  pf^CC 


■PILLWAY 

PLASHBDARDS  IN  PLACE . . 

iA/a/Acd  k/ufkAt:  Z.  <rA.<r.^/Z.. 

js/iCiAi  HcdAj . y . 

. . . . . . . neAtdy/d . "zdli// . 

PUmj  ~  A€  a  if/  Map 

KM  BAN  KM  ENT 

RECENT  REPAIRS  . 


^ty/unojfj . 


CONDITION  . 

REPAIRS  NEEDED 


OATEB 

RECENT  REPAIRS 

CONDITION  . 

REPAIRS  NEEDED 


LEAKB 

HOW  SERIOUS  . 

DATE . (  TAA  . 


. 

COUNTY  CNOINKCR 


OWN. 


DAM  NO. 


.OOATtOl 


IWNEO  BY 


WBCOTED  BY 


lYBC  OP  OAM 


BTBCAM. 


WORCESTER  COUNTY  ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT 

WORCESTER.  MASSACHUSETTS 

DAM  INSPECTION  REPORT 


PLACE 


. M,BE^f:.<2r2i/:A^fi _ 

. fz/3z.sL . . . . . 


. . coNomoN . ^..Jjsstd. 


■PILLWAY 


rLABHBOAROB  IN  PLACE . yVa.tl.m... 


.RECENT  REPAIRB.. 


CONOITiaN  . . - 

REPAIRB  NEEOEO  . . . 

. . 

EMBANKMENT  ^  ^  ^  / 


RECENT  REPAIRB 


coNOiTtON  . . . . . _ 


REPAIRB  NEEDED 


BATEB 

RECENT  REPAIRB  . . — 

CONDITION  _ . . . . 

REPAIRB  NEEDED  . . . 

. t/.£<A/(e. . 

DATE . 


LEAKB 

HOW  BERIOUS 


COUNTY  KNOINEBR 


\S-\b 


LXICATION. 


Sargent  ^ood 


STREAM 


^r>«eh  R« 


WORCESTER  COUNTY  ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT 
WORCESTER.  MASSACHUSETTS 

DAM  INSPECTION  REPORT 

owwcDT  S,  _ _ _ .PMe.?. _ Iie-leeate®-- . _ plftsattMi--. . . 

IMBR«CT«0  BY  LOM _ _  .  OATC _ 3.-5Q-S1- . . . . 

TYFC  or  DAM  eartb-stone  gplIliwKy  A  g«ta  A.efttl.cp...  . ralr. _ 


•PliAWAY 

FLAaHBOARDB  IN  RUACE.. 


..BEOENT  RERAIRB.. 


CONDITION _ B!!UPt....atpne....cre8t...waa.lsed.put-..p 

RERAiRB  NEcoEo . r.el)uHd....oraiJit..a.Ad...aprcau.- . . - . . 


EMBANKMENT 

RECENT  RERAIRB  . . . . 

CONDITION  . . pag.t....Atanft...Mall....qp.atraan...alula  .einbankniant  Imockod^  4^  — 

RERAIRB  NECOEO  .  . .?ebn|,ld...up8tre,ain...stp^^^  . a.<)!.t.tlng....a.t.oa«.a....la . 

_ MXBent^...iBM!tar* . . . . . 


RECENT  RERAIRB  . HOOB . . . 

CONDITION  . . . . . o.ut....ln....psnd. 

RERAIRB  NEEDED  . eA]l...ba....VOCk0d- 


LEAKS 

MOW  SERIOUS  . . P.?®e.....Tis.lbXe.«. . 

DATE 


C  d  U  NTT  CN  O  I  N  KM 


e.-\7 


U3QATION. 


Sargent  i^ond 


arncAM 


OWN  CO  BY 


INBBBCTCB  BY 


WORCESTER  COUNTY  ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT 

WORCESTER.  MASSACHUSETTS 

DAM  INSPECTION  REPORT 

PLACE  Leicester 


LOM  . .  oat?  . 


TYPE  or  DAM  f  lat  _  ento-s.tQne..  Jb!..r.e-b.ay.....  . coNpiTiaN  . 

and  masonry  channel 


SPILLWAY 

PUMIHBOABOa  IN  PLACE.. 

CONOmON . . 

BCPAIHB  NCCDCO  . 


.RECENT  RCPAIRB  . 


EMBANKMENT 


RECENT  RCPAIRB 

CONDITION  . . 

REPAIRS  NCCDCO 


LEAKS 

HOW  aCPIOUA 

DATE . 

..*.  .•  •..A.  ;  .j..^  .jt..  ^ 

COUNTY  KNiaiNKKR 

WORCESTER  COUNTY  ENGINEERING  DEPT. 

WOftOUTKIt,  MASS. 


■wjccTi  Aic^. _ . Rn  C... 

TO . .  . 


'7^  fj  />/ 


CAS  U8CO 
CAS  MILEAGE 

CMS  TSIS  . 

scsiM  rsis . 

rsis  Mii.cs . 


..J^P  ku/uL-^ 


StONATUSC 


COUNTY  OF  WORCESTER  BIASSACHUSETTS 

COUNTY  ENGINEER 


Dam  Designed  by. 


Coiutrueted  by. 


Year. 


SPILLWAY. 

EL  top  Abutment. . EL  Crmt . 

)i1dth  top  Abutmeni . Width  top  Greet. 

WMth  Flaahboarda  earned . . 

EL  IlowUne  Cleanout  Pipe . 

Kind  of  Found^ti^  unde^  Spillway 
Condition... 


. EL  Aprmi. . El.  Streambed. 

. Tl^dth  bottom  Spillway . 

Kind  Flaehboarda . 

..Siie  and  Kind  Cleanout  Pipe . 


EMBANKMENT 

El.  Top . El.  Natural  Ground . Width  Top . 

Width  of  Bottom . Upetream  Slope . Downstream  Slope 

Kind  of  Corewall . Riprap . 


Condition. 


WHEEL . Kind.... 

Location. . 

Evidence  of  Leaks  in  Structure. 


Recent  Repairs  and  Date. 
Topography  of  Country  below  Dam 


Nature  of  Buddingp  and  Roads  below  Dam. 


Sise . Rated  H.  P. 

. Ave.  Head . 


Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles. 


Number  Acres  in  Pond . 

Discharge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile 
Estimated  Storage  Million  Cubic  Feet . 


COUNTY  OF  WORCESTER  MASSACHUSETTS 

COUNTY  ENGINEER 

Inspection  of  Dams,  Reservoir  Dams,  and  Reservoirs. 


Inspected  by.Ci}r.CXix:anrjC&aeHa . ~JDate.j3.r.24.r.l933. .  Dam  No . 25ifJJS. 

Town _ Ledcea-tej— . Location . jffr.ejaiivllle..iies«p-v«drP . 

Owner . . . Use . . . . 

Material  and  Type. - maftara»^d-sfil3.1w&yit-^^ElalcL.£oolc-150»’Pebg«.75-^--^-<2 

Dam  Designed  by . Constructed  by . Year _ 

SPILLWAY 

EL  top  Abutment . El.  Crest . El.  Apron. . El.  Streambed - 

\^dth  top  Abutment . Width  top  Crest _ Width  bottom  Spillway . . 

Width  Flashboarda  carried . Kind  Flashboards . 

El.  Flowline  Cleanout  Pipe . Size  and  Kind  Cleanout  Pipe . 

Kind  of  Foundation  under  Spillway . - . . 

Condition. . . 


EMBANKBIENT 

ra  Tnp 

Kl.  Natuiid  Omutid . .  Width  Top . 

Width  nf  Rnttom 

Uputreftni  Slope  . .  ..  .Downstream  Slope  . . 

TCind  nf  rVirevnii 

.  .  .  .  . Riprap . . . . . 

Material  in  Embankment.. 

Condition. 


GATES. . Location . 

Size . Kind . . El.  Flowline. 

Condition. . . . 


WHEEL. . Kind . Size . Rated  H.  P. 

Location . Ave.  Head . 

Ehndoice  of  Leaks  in  Structure . 


Recent  Repairs  and  Date . . 

Topography  of  Country  below  Dam. 


Nature  of  Buildings  and  Roads  below  Dam . . . - . 

Number  Acres  in  Pond . Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles 

Discharge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile . 

Estinmted  Storage  Million  Cubic  Feet . . . 


COUNTY  OF  WORCESTER  MASSACHUSETTS 

COUNTY  ENGINEBR 

Inspection  at  Duns,  Bsserroir  Duns,  and  Resenroirs. 

Inspected  by . .  Date...Ofiiil....l.S,..l.^.S&.  Dam 


Town....L«AC«.al5?.r: . . Location . 

Owner _ . . U8e.....X.ityv^«ani“.\,0<:j . . 

Matttial  and  . 

. 

Dam  Designed  by. . Constructed  by . Year . . . 

EL  top  Atiiitm— t . el  Crest . EL  Apron . EL  Streambed..j^j^y.,^..v.y^A^^ 

Width  top  Abutment . ^dth  top  Crest . Width  bottom  Spillway . . 

Width  Fladiboerds  eanied.....'Vwie»/. . Kind  Flashboards . . . 

EL  Ftovline  Cleanout  Pipe . Siae  and  Kind  Cleanout  Pipe . 

Kind  ol  Foundation  under  Spillway  . . 


Condition. 


EMBANKMENT 

El.  Top . El.  Natural  Ground . Width  Top . 

Width  of  Bottom . Upstream  Slope . Downstream  Slope 

Kind  <rf  Corewall . Riprap . 

in  i«^inhiiiilrTn*i»t . Foundation . 

Condition..  . . 


GATES . Location . 

Siae . Kind . El.  Flowline.. 

Condition . 


WHEEL . Kind; . Sise . Rated  H.  P. 

Location. . Ave.  Head . 

Evidence  of  Leaks  in  Structure . 

Recent  Repairs  and  Date . 

Topography  of  Country  below  Dam .  . 

Nature  of  Buildings  and  Roads  below  Dam . 


Number  Acres  in  Pond . 

Dischvge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile 
Estimated  Storage  Million  Cubic  Feet . 


Drainage  Area  m  Square  Miles. 


COUNTY  OF  WORCESTER  MASSACHUSETTS 

COUNTY  ENGINEER 

Inspectton  of  Dams,  Reservoir  Dams,  and  Reservoirs. 

Inspeeted  by J«aJQ«JI«.^..lfr.«...]iQr.e'RU .  Date.....$r.^.»37. Dam  No — 


Town . Mipester . Location. . . . 

Owner . . Use. . . . . 

Material  and 


Dam  DeaicDied  by . Constructed  by. . Year . . 

SPILLWAY— Length . Feet.  Depth . Feet 

El.  top  Abutment . El.  Crest . EL  Apron. . El.  Streambed. . . . . . . 

Width  top  Abutment . Width  top  Crest . Width  bottom  Spillway . . . . 

Width  Flaahboards  earned . . . . Kind  Flaahboarda....- . . . 

EL  Flowlina  Geanoai  Pipe . . . Sias  and  Sad  Cleanout  Pipe . . . . . . . 

Kind  of  Foundation  under  Spillway . 

Conditioa..aaa..Kgutobftd....Qut...alI...oX...b.r.u3li..and...rQata.>...Pa3nt...of...a.tone...paTftaant _ 

. .0ine.r....9i»Ys....iilIL.r£d9.A...a.t.Qae...par.eififi.t..taJUi9L 

SiSIf  darlng^loods  froo  crossing  over  state  hlghrsy. 

El.  Top . El.  Natural  Ground . Width  Top . . 

Width  of  Bottom . Upstream  Slope . Downstream  Slope . . 

Kind  of  Corewall . . . Riprap . . . 

Material  in  Embankment . Foundation . . . 

Condition . .Gxujb)i4ji&...QU.t..x.ao.ta..XPQm...ejinliaa}oMnjti...axid...r.elAylng...r.ipxjap..w _ 


GATES . Loeatioa — . 

Siie . Kind . . . El.  Flowline.. 

Condition . Js...ta..claan-out>-w4is^-g«^ev-r”*- . 


WHEEL . Kind . Sise . Rated  H.  P. 

Location . Ave.  Head . 

Evidence  of  Leaks  in  Structure . 


; 

Recent  Repairs  and  Date . 

Topography  of  Country  below  Dam . 

. 

i 

Nature  of  Buildings  and  Roads  below  Dam . 

. 

Number  of  Acres  in  Pond . Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles 

Discharge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile . . . 

Estimated  Storage  Million  Cubic  Feet . . — ...... . . 


COUNTY  OF  WORCESTER  MASSACHUSETTS 

cooirnr  ENcnatn 

Inapeetion  of  Dazds,  RoMrYoir  Dmm,  and  Reaenroin. 


Inspeetad  by . 

Town . . 

Owner. . 

Material  and  Type . 


Date.....S.'::X^.ri.6 .  Dam  _ _ 


Location . 


•Uee.. 


Dam  Deaigned  by . Conetnieted  by . Year. . . 

SPILLWAY — ^Length.... . Feet.  Depth . Feet 

EL  top  Abntnient. . . . EL  Greet . El.  Apron. . EL  Streambed _ _ _ ...... _ ..... 

indth  top  Abutment . Width  top  Great . '\^th  bottom  SpQlway . . . . . . 

T^dth  Ilaahboarda  oatriad . S3nd  Flaahboarda. . . . . . 

El.  Flowline  Gleanout  Pipe . Sue  and  Eind  Gleanout  Pipe . . . . . 

Kind  <rf  Foundation  under  Spillway . 

riftiidrtion . Wa.§.5.e.we.4.jr....ai?..?.4.s...lncreased..l^^^  . . . 


EMBANKMENT — Length  oYerall . Feet 

El.  Top . El.  Natural  Ground . 

Width  of  Bottom .  . .Upstream  Slope . 

. Downstream  Slope.... 

Kind  of  Gorewall . 

'M'aijtna]  in  1!!mhAnlrniflnt . 

. Foundation . 

GATES . 

. Location . 

Siie . Kind . . . EL  Flowline. 

Gondition . 


WHEEL . Kind . Sue . . . Rated  H.  P. 

Location . Am  Head.... . 

EYidence  of  Leake  in  Structure . - . 


Recent  Repain  and  Date . 

Topography  of  Gountiy  below  Dam. 


Nature  of  Bmldinga  and  Roads  below  Dam. 


Number  of  Acrea  in  Pond . Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles. 

Discharge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile . 

Estimated  Storage  Million  Gubio  Feet . . . 

13,-10 


COUNTY  OF  WORCESTER  MASSACHUSETTS 

COUNTY  ENGINEER 

lupeetion  of  Daiiif,  BoMiroir  Dams,  and  Baaeiroin. 

I»p«t.d  b,..  .H, .  _  D«n  K.JS:iL„ 


Tows . . _ _ 


Owner.. 


.Use.. 


Material  and  Type.. 


Dam  Deaigned  by. . . Conatraoted  by. . Year. _ _ 

SPILLWAY — ^Length. . Feet.  Depth. . Feet 

El.  top  Abutment..... . EL  Craet..... . EL  Aproa . El.  Streambed. . . . . 

"Vl^dth  top  Abutment . Width  top  Greet . . Width  bottom  Spillway . . . . 

Width  Flaehboards  carried . Kmd  Flaehboarde. . 

El.  Flowline  Cleanout  Pipe . Siae  and  Kind  Cleanout  Pipe . . . . 

Bond  of  Foimdation  under  Spillway . 

Seams  small.  Brush  should^  ^.®.®.ll....?‘.rch.  bridge 

overflow  filled  b  capacity. 


EMBANKMENT— Length  overall . . . Feet 

El.  Top . El.  Natural  Ground . 

Width  of  Bottom . Upstream  Slope, 

Bond  of  CorewaQ . 


Material  in  Embankment. . . 

C!/>Tiditi»"  relnf.  with  sand  bags, 
embankment  both  sides  of  spillway 


Width  Top . 

. Downstream  Slope. 

. ., . Riprap . 


. Foundation . 

Par  t  ly  jjias^ 


Water  went  over 


GATES . 

Siae . Bind. 

Condition . 


..Location — . . .... 

_ _ EL  Flowline . . . 


WHEEL . Kind . Siae . Rated  H.  P. 

Location . Ave.  Head . 

Evidence  of  Leaks  in  Structure . 


Recent  Repaira  and  Date . 

Topography  of  Country  below  Dam. 


Nature  of  Buildings  and  Roads  below  Dam . 


.Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles. 


lb-9 


Number  of  Acres  in  Pond . 

Discharge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile. 
Estimated  Storage  Million  Cubic  Feet . 


COUNTY  OF  WORCESTER  MASSACHUSETTS 


COUNTY  ENGINIER 

Inspeetum  of  Dama,  Reaerroir  Daiai,  and  Raoanroin. 


Inapeeted  by.kr..P..t.M.?.j....k 

,H.  Spofford 

r»A*.  3/12/36  ^ 

Leicester 

. Location  Sargent  Pond___ 

Wore.  Street  Railway  Co. 

. TTae . 

Material  and  Type..-...S.hou.l.d....i.n.5.r.e.a.se . 

size  of  wasteway 

Tallin  TWMngnAd  by . 

....Constructed  by . 

SPILLWAY— Length . 

. Feet.  Depth . 

. Feet 

FI.  tnp  AVniimAfit  . 

. El.  Cieat . 

. El.  Anran. . 

..El.  Streambed. . . 

Width  top  Abutment  - 

. Width  ton  Great . Width  hottom  SnQlwav . . . . . . . . 

Width  Flashboards  carried.. 

...Kind  Flashboards . . 

El.  Flowline  Cleanout  Pipe . Site  and  Snd  Cleanout  Pipe . . . 

Kind  of  Foundation  under  Spillway . . . . . . 

. .SpllAway....i?l.a.4.e.q.y.a.te...t9....ca:re_for  . 

over  embankment  and  roadway 


EMBANKldENT — Length  overall . Feet 

El.  Top . El.  Natural  Ground . Width  Top . 

Width  of  Bottom . Upstieam  Slope . Downstream  Slope.. 

Kind  of  Corewall . Riprap . 

Material  in  Embankment. . Foundation . 

Condition . . . 


GATES . 

Siae . Kind. 

Condition . 


.Looatioa . 

. . EL  Flowline... 


WHEEL . Kind . Siie . Rated  H.  P. 

Location . Ave.  Head . 

Evidence  of  Leaks  in  Structure . 


Recent  Repairs  and  Date . 

Topography  of  Country  below  Dam. 


Nature  of  Buildings  and  Roads  below  Dam. 


.Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles. 


. . 


Number  of  Acres  in  Pond . 

Discharge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile. 
Estimated  Storage  Million  Cubic  Feet . 


IiMpeetod  by. 


/county  of  WORCESTER  BlASSACHUSETn 

COUNTV  ENGINEER  ' 

lospeetioii  of  Duu,  Reservoir  Dams,  and  Reservoirs. 

. .  Date . Dam  No . 


Town . J.£./..C.C.S.A.^...r.. 


.Location.. 


. CLar.«v...^:?hrr.. 


Owner . Use.. 


Material  and  Type.. 


Dam  Designed  by.. 


.Constructed  by . Year.. 


SPILLWAY. 

EL  top  Abutment . El.  Crest . El.  Apron . El.  Streambed.. 

^dth  top  Abutment . Width  top  Crest . Width  bottom  Spillway . 

Width  Flashboards  canied . Kind  Flashboards . 

El.  Flowline  Cleanout  Pipe . Sim  and  Kind  Cleanout  Pipe . 

Kind  of  Foundation  under  Spillway . 


Condition.. 


EMBANKMENT 

EL  Top . El.  Natural  Ground . Width  Top . 

Width  of  Bottom . Upstream  Slope . Downstream  Slope 

Kind  of  Corewall . Ripr^ . 

'M’«*^t***  in  Embankment . Foundation . 


Condition.. 


GATES . Location.. 


.Kind . El.  Flowline.. 


Cmidition.. 

. Q.^.s. 

WHEEL... 


. /.J. . . . 


.Siie . Rated  H.  P.. 


Location . Ave.  Head 


Evidence  of  Leaks  in  Struetuie.. 


Recent  Repairs  and  Date . 

Topography  of  Country  below  Dam . 


Nature  of  Buildings  and  Roads  below  Dam 


Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles . 


Number  Acres  in  Pond . 

Discharge  in  Second  Feet  per  Square  Mile 
Estimated  Storage  Million  Cubic  Feet . 


WORCESTER  COUNTT  ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT 
WORCESTER,  MASSACHUSETTS 

dam  iNSPECTION  REPORT 

OWJleQ  by  PlftCe  US6 

Inspected  by  —  ak .  Date  /_r.  y 

^yp®  Daxii  Condition  j£s^JU£s£-^tC^m^^^^mmm^Sr 


SPILLWAY 

Plashboarda  In  Place 


Recent  Repairs 


TOWN  Lf./c^£<  tc-/ 


LOCATION 


DAM  NO. _ 

STiiEi^M 


0 


Owned  by  . 
Inspected  by  -T 
Type  of  Dam 

SPILLWAY 


WORCESTER  COUNTY  ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT 
WORCESTER,  MASSACHUSETTS 

2AM  INSPECTION  REPORT 

Place 


pate  1'^  ^/' 
Condition 


pse  _____ 


Plashboarda  in  Place  A/g  A  ca  ( r  Recent  Repairs 

Condition  a  o  O  ^  S  f  i  iA/  av'  C^L  eAt\j  .  i></ 
Repairs  Needed  S(’/Ll\^av  f  f.- 7. 


L  ■  .  ■  .  ■  I  ■  I,  ■  I  ■  I  ■  I  I  I 


TOWN _ 

LOCATION 


o  y^o-"  DAM  NO  • 

^  >:y-/ _  STREAM  r7>4^M^ 

WORCESTER  COUNTY  ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT 
WORCESTER,  MASSACHUSETTS 


DAM  INSPECTION  REPORT 


OvTndd  by _ A/e4^^/  <r  _ Place  _ Use  ^ 

Inspected  by _ ^ _  Date _ /4^'--  /i  ^r<^9 _ 

Type  of  Dam _ .^y^^e.  ^>  ^>w-^  Condition  _ ’-r- 


SPILLWAY 

Plashboards  in  Place  '  Recent  Repairs 

Condition  7~Af  ^  yi4.« 

Repairs  Needed  ;n-^  _ 


EMBANKMENT 

Recent  Repairs  o.^ _ 

I  Condition  ;niCa,  /t  y-^  40^  — 

Repairs  Needed  /  ^  ■*  ^  w  if^  ■'^1^ — <1^/ ^ r* 

-<L  ) _ 


GATES 


Recent  Repairs  ji-ju— lU— 


■4*^ 


Conditions 

Repairs  Needed  J.^.t 


^  .  7/.>* 


w'#r 


■e  wg. r'iA  7~e  • 


“***’||-f‘* 


LEAKS 

,  How  Serious 
DATE:  _ 


Tb-Z47 


County  Engineer 


TOWN 


DAM  NO 


LOCATION 


STREAM  ^  ^  y?*-'  ->xj  /fc. 


WORCESTER  COUNTY  ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT 
WORCESTER,  MASSACHUSETTS 

DAM  INSPECTION  REPORT 


Owned  by _ 

Inspected  by 
Type  of  Dam _ 


Place 

71 _  Date 


Condition 


Use 


/C  C' 


SPILLWAY 

Elaahboards  in  Place. 

Condition  _ 

Repairs  Needed  _ 


.Heoent  Repairs. 


EMBANKMENT 
Recent  Repairs 

Condition  _ 

Repairs  Needed. 


Recent  Repairs 

Conditions _ 

Repairs  Needed 


iiy 


APPENDIX  C 


PHOTOGRAPHS 


I^OUTE  3 


ApproK.  locaf/on 
of  cuHcf  ¥a/ye 

% 


LOUIS  BERGER  S  ASSOC., INC  US. ARMY  ENGINEER  OlV.  NEW  ENGLAND 
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